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Prof. J. Whitelaw (Acting Chairman): Dean A. Berczi: Dean R. Breen: Dean 
J.C. Callaghan: Dean I.L. Campbell: Rev. A. Graham: Prof. D. McDougall: 
Dean A. Pinsky: Dean A. Verschingel: Prof. G. Adams: Prof. L. Bessner: 
Prof. G. Brink: Prof. M. Cohen: Prof. J. Doyle: Prof. H. Enesco: Prof. E. 
Enos: Prof. T. Gray: Prof. G. Gross: Prof. J. Locke: Prof. T. Maag: Prof. 
S. McEvenue: Prof. H. McQueen: Prof. S. Misra: Prof. M. Osman: Prof. 
H. Shulman: Prof. R. Wall: Prof. G. Xistris: Prof. R. Zienius: Mr. K. 
Adams: Mr. A. Audet: Dr. J. Kanasy: Mr. M. Figueroa: Mr. G. Bushe: Mr. 
M. Horgan: Mr. B. Rennie: Mr. D. Chambers: Ms. V. Vranckx: Mr. G. 
Polson: Mr. S. Vavalidis: Mr. C. Wisniewski: Ms. H.A. Cave: Ms. V. 
Turini: Mr. A. Gillick: Mr. T. Regan: 


Absent With Regrets: Prof. C. Davis: Dean M. Flynn: Prof. D. Frost: Prof. M. 


75-8-1 - 


75-8-2 - 


75-8-3 - 


P5-0:Ax 


Despland: Dr. J.W. O'Brien: 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. Prof. J. Whitelaw, Acting 
Chairman, conveyed apologies from Dr. J.W. O'Brien who is engaged in 
the evaluation of an institution in the Maritimes for membership in 
A.U.C.C. The Chairman requested the Senators to introduce themselves 
indicating, if an administrator, what position; if a faculty member, what 
faculty; if a student member, what association; and finally, to indicate if a 
member is a new Senator. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY MR. 
RENNIE, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF APRIL 25, 
1975, BE APPROVED. 


-MOTION CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ADAMS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MAY 23, 1975, 
BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WALL, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF MAY 27 (A.M.) 
AND MAY 27 (P.M.), 1975, BE APPROVED. 


It was requested that it be noted that concerning the motion to exclude 
Academic Deans from membership on the Committee on Priorities and 
Resource Allocation under item number 75-7-4 of the minutes of the 
meeting of May 27 (P.M.), 1975, arguments presented in favour of the 
motion were excluded from the minutes. 


75-8-5 - 


75-8-6 - 


(5:34: 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the "Question Period" was instituted about a 
year ago at the request of Senate members to provide an opportunity for 
members to put questions either to the Chairman of Senate or through the 
Chairman to any member of Senate. He emphasized that these are questions 
with no possibility for discussion and he pointed out that it was intended 
that the "Question Period" be reasonably short. 


Concerning a question on the deletion of a motion on Bio-Physical 
Education and Athletics from the Outstanding and Forthcoming Items 
Addendum to the Agenda, it was agreed that the matter be raised at the next 
Steering Committee meeting for explanation. Questions were asked 
concerning the tabling of the University Budgets before Senate, on the 
summer course schedule for next year, and on the compilation of regulatory 
items, extracted. from previous minutes of Senate meetings, which have a 
bearing on the way Senate conducts its business. In response to the first 
question, Prof. Whitelaw advised that he was unable at this time to give a 
date as to when such budgets would be available. He advised that the 
summer schedule for 1976 has been discussed in U.C.C.C. and the 
Committee of Deans and it is hoped that decisions would be made within the 
next week or so which would be forwarded on recommendation to the 
Registrar. It was explained that regulatory items have been extracted from 
previous minutes of Senate, that these are presently being codified and that 
recommendations would be submitted to the Steering Committee for 
presentation to the Senate. 


Dean Callaghan reported that the programme, Master in Engineering - 
Option in Building Engineering -, which was approved by Senate on May 
27, 1975, was approved over the summer months by the Comité des 
Programmes and that partial implementation will begin by January 1976 and 
hopefully, full implementation by June 1976. Dean Breen advised that in 
accordance with legislation dealing with slot courses for the Loyola Faculty 
of Arts and Science, approved by Senate in May 1975, three and one half 
courses were introduced by the Faculty for the 1975/76 academic year. It 
was reported that the Computer Science Committee was drafting a proposal 
for a Ph.D. programme in Computer Science and it was hoped that a final 
draft would be available for the next meeting of Senate. 


It was agreed that Prof. R.M. Roy be permitted to present the Report from 
the Fellowship, Scholarships and Awards Policy Committee, (Agenda item 
IX,C),) at this time, primarily for clarification purposes. Prof. Roy, in 
presenting the Report (Doc.-US-75-8-D8) pointed out that on page 2 of 
Addendum 2 the number of Graduate Fellowships awarded for 1975/76 
was seven rather then six. He emphasized that in the opinion of both the 
Graduate Awards Committee and the Senate Committee, the Graduate 
Awards were too few and too small. It was anticipated that out of a possible 
two hundred applications for Graduate Fellowships for 1976/77, under 
existing conditions approximately only twenty five such awards could be 
granted. This would seem to be incompatible with other scholarship 
operations which are granting awards to a much higher percentage of 


applicants. He pointed out that the full-time graduate registration figures 
quoted in the fourth paragraph on page 2 of Addenda number 2 represented 
the total number of graduate enrolments as opposed to enrolment's for 
1975/76, which was approximately 550 students. Prof. Roy explained that 
items 1.3 and 2.2 (Doc. US-75-8-D8) were priority items and were 
particularly urgent in order to permit appropriate advertising literature to be 
prepared immediately. 


During discussion, it was argued that the contents of the documents were 
closely linked to the discussion of the O.S.F. Report and the role of 
Concordia within the Quebec system, and also the document would be 
particularly important to the new Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation which will be concerned with long range planning and it was 
suggested that the document be received for consideration and, for the 
present, be referred to those two interested debates until something further 
evolves along both lines. 


It was explained that the intent of the above suggestion was that it be 
referred in the first instance to the Committee on Priorities and Resource 
Allocation, and secondly, to the discussion on O.S.F. because it would 
seem important that a position vis-a-vis O.S.F. be established before Senate 
takes action or makes recommendations on the document (Doc-US-75-D8). 


Prof. Roy pointed out that the deadline for preparation of publicity material, 
at least for Graduate Awards is the beginning of November. 


Concerning item number 1.1 the feeling was expressed that there was a 
difference in the way in which a scholarship was made exclusive. If it was 
intended to exclude a particular minority, this would be objectionable. 
However, it may not be objectionable if an award were made exclusive, 
because a donor is interested in a particular minority. It was argued that so 
long as the group to which it is referred, is itself clearly a minority, it would 
be difficult to find a basis for objection. 


The feeling was expressed that the Senators were not prepared to discuss 
the document at this time because the prerequisite background for 
discussion was not before the Senate, and it was intended that the document 
come back to Senate at a later date. It was also felt that it would be difficult 
to envision Senate not recommending that scholarship monies be increased. 


It was suggested that the Steering Committee single out items 1.3 and 202 
as priority items and also that Steering Committee provide an answer to a 
question raised concerning how increased funding would be made available. 


Prof. Roy pointed out that advertisement has proceeded in the past with as 
little information as available today and that the number of awards which 
would eventually be made will be dictated by whatever money is made 
available. Also, it was his understanding that a minimum of ten entrance 
scholarships on both campuses be guaranteed for the coming year. 


75-8-8 - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HOGBEN, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS POLICY COMMITTEE 
(Doc.US-75-8-D8) BE RECEIVED. 


It was argued that if Senate feels strongly that additional funds are needed 
for entrance scholarships it would be quite proper for Senate to direct a 
statement to that effect to the Rector. 


It was suggested that a proposed amendment to have the document referred 
to the Steering Committee be incorporated into the motion. This was not 
acceptable to the mover and seconder of the motion, it being explained that it 
seemed obvious that the document was being referred to the Steering 
Committee by the wording of the motion as it now stood. 


It was hoped that before the Report comes back to Senate, the Steering 
Committee would take into account the fact that there did not seem to be 
sufficient basis to conduct a debate on the Report at this time. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning the CLESEC document on the Revised Undergraduate 
Admissions Profile that was examined by Senate last Spring, Prof. 
Whitelaw reported this has now been approved with the exception of the 
section dealing with Pure and Applied Sciences. He Advised that the 
concerns of Senate were incorporated reasonably well in the final version of 
the document. A recommendation that preparation in Fine Arts and Music be 
considered in the same way as Foreign Languages, had not been approved, 
but there appeared to be other ways of coping with that situation. He 
explained that a new Committee has been appointed to study the matter of 
the Science profiles. This Committee will be smaller that the previous one 
and it will be asked to examine the various alternatives for preparation in 
Science, instead of the single profile required by the original CLESEC 
mandate. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the amendments to the memberships of 
Senate Committees (Doc.-US-75-8-D1), explained that there were two 
changes in the composition of the Curriculum Co-ordinating Committee. 
The first was an adjustment for representation from the Faculty of Fine 
Arts, and the second as a result of the abolition of the positions of Assistant 
Vice-Principal, Sir George Campus, and the Director of Evening Division, 
Loyola Campus and the creation of two new positions. It seemed to the 
Steering Committee that since the Associate Vice-Rector Academic is 
concerned primarily with matters of personnel and budgets, it was more 
appropriate that the Director of Continuing Education should be a member 
of this Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MISRA, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE AMENDMENTS TO THE MEMBERSHIPS OF SENATE 
COMMITTEE (DOC.-US-75-8-D1) BE APPROVED. 


75-8-10 - 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of adding student 
representation to the University Curriculum Co-ordinating Committee, Prof. 
Whitelaw explained that what Senate was concerned with at the moment 
was an adjustment for Fine Arts and a resolution of the problem of two 
positions on the Committee which no longer exist. 


A desire was expressed by some Senators to have the Steering Committee 
consider the matter of student representation on U.C.C.C. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Concerning the election of Steering Committee members, it was explained 
that lists of eligible faculty members have been prepared in such a way as to 
allow Senators to use the lists for voting purposes. It was pointed out that 
Senate would have to resolve the issue of Fine Arts representation to the 
Steering Committee vis-a-vis the one year service on Senate eligibility 
clause. It was also explained that the student representatives to the Steering 
Committee are elected by student members of Senate, meeting separately for 
this purpose, normally immediately following the first Senate meeting. 


It was agreed that Mr. Adams, Dr. Kanasy and Dean Audet be appointed 
scrutineers for the election. 


Prof. Enesco, S.G.W. Faculty of Science, advised that she was unable to 
stand for election, and it was explained that Prof. Misra had not been a 
member of Senate for a full year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
COHEN, THAT THE ONE YEAR ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT BE 
WAIVED FOR PROF. MISRA. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


The following faculty members also advised that they were either not 
available for or did not wish to be elected to the Steering Committee: 


Prof. R.E. Wall, S.G.W. Faculty of Arts; 
Prof. H. McQueen, Faculty of Engineering; 
Prof. G. Adams, Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY MISS 
TURINI, THAT FOR THIS PARTICULAR ELECTION THE ONE YEAR 
ELIGIBILITY REGULATION BE WAIVED FOR THE FINE ARTS 
FACULTY MEMBERS. 


In response to a question concerning Steering Committee meetings, the 
Secretary advised that the meetings were normally he! once a month on 
Tuesday afternoon ten days prior to the Senate meeting. 


75-8-11 - 


75-8-12 - 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Prof. J. Locke, Faculty of Fine Arts, advised that he did not wish to stand 
for election. 


Objection was voiced to the process of faculty members attempting to 
withdraw their names from the eligibility list and it was argued that it was 
not up to faculties to decide who would make up the Steering Committee, 
but rather it was for the Senate to decide through election who the faculty 
members of the Steering Committee would be. Concern was also expressed 
over the procedure where-by student Senators may vote for faculty 
representation to the Steering Committee and that the reverse is not allowed. 


It was suggested that where only one name appeared in a particular 
category, a vote still be recorded for that individual. 


THE CHAIR RULED THAT WHERE ONLY ONE NAME APPEARED 
IN A CATEGORY, THAT MEMBER WOULD BE ELECTED BY 
ACCLAMATION. 


THE RULING WAS CHALLENGED. 
- THE RULING WAS VOTED ON AND WAS UPHELD -. 


Senate agreed to proceed with the next agenda item while balloting was 
taking place (see 75-8-13). 


It was moved by Prof. Doyle, seconded by Dean Berczi, that the 
nominations to the Advisory Committee: Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance (Doc.-US-75-8-D2) be approved. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the nominations to the Senate Library Committee 
Doc. US-75-8-D3 (a)]. Dean Campbell advised that Prof. Drysdale, 
S.G.W. Faculty of Arts, will be replacing Prof. Chalk, for 1975/76. Also, 
Prof. E. Ronquist, S.G.W. Faculty of Arts, has been nominated, term to 
expire in 1977. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
FIGUEROA, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE [DOC.-US-75-8-D3(a)], INCLUDING PROF. F. 
DRYSDALE AND PROF. E. RONQUIST, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


75-8-13 - Prof. Whitelaw announced the following Steering Committee 
election results: 


Prof. C.A. Davis -  S.G.W. Faculty of Arts; 


Prof. S.K. Misra - S.G.W. Faculty of Science; 

Prof. L. Bessner - Faculty of Commerce and Administration; 
Prof. G.D. Xistras - Faculty of Engineering; 
Prof.S.McEvenue - Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science; 

Prof. G. Gross - Faculty of Fine Arts. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRINK, SECONDED BY MR. RENNIE, 
THAT THE ABOVE BE APPROVED BY SENATE. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 
75-8-14 - Concerning nominations to the Senate Committee on Priorities and 


Resource Allocation, the Secretary advised that the following four 
nominations have been received: 


Prof. W. Francis - S.G.W. Faculty of Arts; 
Prof. F.W. Bedford -  S.G.W. Faculty of Science; 
Prof. L. Sherman - Faculty of Fine Arts; 

Mr. K. Torrins - Day Student. 


Dean Berczi advised that Prof. G. Brink has been nominated by the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCQUEEN, THAT THE ABOVE MENTIONED FIVE NOMINATIONS 
TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE 
ALLOCATION BE APPROVED. 


An attempt was made to have an additional student representative added to 
the membership in accordance with the provision in the membership of this 
Committee to allow for one additional student until the end of 1977/78. 
However, it was pointed out that it would be more appropriate to bring the 
matter to the attention of the Chairman of the Committee for consideration, 
rather than to re-open the debate on the composition of the Committee at this 
time. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED -. 
75-8-15 - Concerning the membership of the Honours Task Force, the Secretary 


reminded Senate that the Steering Committee had been mandated by Senate 
last Spring to bring the Task Force membership up to full strength. He 


75-8-16 - 


reported that the membership of the Honours Task Force, at the moment, 


was as follows: 
Prof. I. Smith - 
Prof. T. Gray - 
Prof. R. Westbury = - 
Prof. W. Hubbard - 
Prof. T. Kovats - 
Mr. L. Rudner - 
Mr. M. Horgan - 


Dr. D. McDougall = - 


S.G.W. Faculty of Arts; 

S.G.W. Faculty of Arts; 

S.G.W. Faculty of Science; 

Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science; 
Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science; 
Student, S.G.W. Campus; 
Student, Loyola Campus; 


Convenor. 


The Secretary pointed out that there was one vacancy for a faculty 
representative from the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Concerning the Report from the Steering Committee on Procedures and 
Controls for Honours Programmes (Doc.-US-75-8-D4), it was agreed that 
Senate discuss "Programme Approval" first, before considering the 
question of level of functional control. It was suggested that Senate adopt 
the second alternative that Honours programmes go direct from Faculty 
Council to Senate without further consideration of academic merit. The 


feeling was expressed that the two alternative suggestions presented were an 


oversimplified presentation of the real problem; that it is not a choice 
between whether we should have a committee that would scrutinize the 


programmes that have been approved by Faculty Councils before they come 


to Senate or whether they should come directly to Senate, but rather, the 
authority that such a committee would have. The criticism expressed in the 
Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science Council, which believes in the principle 
of subsidiarity was that there was too much authority given to the Honours 


Committee. The Council could see a role of co-ordination being played by a 


Senate Committee. 


It was suggested that the question of "Programme Approval" be referred to 
the reconstituted Honours Task Force, it being argued that for Senate to 
select either one of the alternatives, Senate would not be coming to grips 


with the main problem. 


It was argued that by accepting the suggestion of referral, another year 
would go by without a decision having been taken and it was pointed out 
that the Senate asked the Steering Committee for guidelines and Steering 
Committee has presented the Senate with alternative guidelines and it is 
asking Senate to select one of these for guidance for the new committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. WALL, 
THAT HONOURS PROGRAMMES AFTER APPROVAL BY THE 
FACULTY COUNCIL, MUST PASS BEFORE AN HONOURS 
COMMITTEE FOR SCRUTINY BEFORE BEING PRESENTED TO 
SENATE (OPTION # 1, PACE 1, DOC.-US-75-8-D4). 


The fear was expressed that the different philosophies of education which 
exist in the various faculties of the University, and which should be 
encouraged and heard, would be lost by the creation of an Honours 
Committee. It was pointed out that during the discussion last year at Senate 
on establishing an Academic Standards Committee, it had been argued that 
the question of academic standards was a faculty responsibility. Likewise, 
we have to have confidence in the faculties in so far as standards for 
Honours programmes are concerned. At the same time, there is a need for 
standardization of the number of courses in an Honours programme and a 
certain level of performance. Presumably, this was what the Honours Task 
Force was set up to do. To ask that a change in programme must go through 
another Standing Committee, apart from all the Committees that 
programmes now have to go through, would appear to be insane. 


It was argued that the adoption of option number 2 (Doc.-US-75-8-D4) 
would not preclude the possibility of an Honours Committee existing. 
However, it would preclude the possibility of having an Honours 
Committee which would examine Honours proposals between leaving the 7 
Faculty Councils and their arrival at Senate. It was also argued that 
proposals would come forward from the faculties, about which, at the 
University level, a number of questions might properly be raised. The floor 
of Senate may not be the best place to raise these questions. It is therefore 
necessary to have such a Committee with this function with respect to 
standards, which cannot be performed by other Committees at the 
University level as they are now established. 


It was stated that the same argument could be extended to the Bacc. 
Spécialisé and Major programmes. 


It was argued that if we vote for option number 1, then we should ensure 
that the Task Force is instructed that we want the Honours Committee to 
maintain some mechanism for ensuring the diversity of programmes and if 
we vote for option number 2, that there are methods of guaranteeing that 
academic standards of programmes proposed in the same field are in fact 
equivalent. It was pointed out that what was being proposed was an attempt 
to avoid unnecessary homogeneity and at the same time to ensure a quality 
of standard and it was suggested whichever option is accepted the 
appropriate concept should be written in. 


It was suggested that if option number 2 was rephrased by the Steering 
Committee to take care of certain concerns and suggestions which have been 
raised, this would broaden support for that particular option. 


Concern was expressed that Library situations are a factor in the credibility 
of Honours Programmes. 


75-8-17 - 


75-8-18 - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED UNTIL THE NEXT 
SENATE MEETING. 


It was explained that intent of the motion to table was also a referral motion 
to have the Steering Committee rephrase the two alternatives under 
"Programme Approval" to include concerns expressed during the debate. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED -. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. FIGUEROA, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE 
PHRASING OF A STATEMENT ON "CURRICULUM OBLIGATIONS" 
TO BE INSERTED IN THE UNIVERSITY CALENDAR 
(DOC-US-75-8-D5) BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the recommendation concerning the use of 
French in examinations and assignments, etc., (Doc-US-75-8-D6) 
explained that this was being brought forward as a result of the Senate 
debate last year on competence in English. During the discussion, concern 
was expressed over the use of the word "right" and it was suggested that the 
wording "normally have the priviledge of writing" would accomplish what 
was being attempted. It was argued that the suggested new wording might 
not be well received by those affected. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. RENNIE, SECONDED BY MR. CHAMBERS, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE USE OF THE 
FRENCH LANGUAGE IN ASSIGNMENTS AND EXAMINATIONS 
(DOC-US-75-8-D6) BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that there was no implication at all in the recommendation 
that anyone would have the right to have an examination presented in 
French. 


It was argued that there were other considerations in the proposed 
legislation which have nothing to do with the language question but rather 
were operational in nature and it was suggested that a broader debate on the 
issue was warranted. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED 
BY DEAN BERCZI, THAT THE WORDING BE "STUDENTS 
NORMALLY MAY WRITE ETC.". 


It was suggested that there were two elements in the issue, one being 
feasibility and the other, appropriateness. It was argued that a situation 
could arise where a department had no one competent in French and the 
University could resolve this if we were prepared to provide for translation 


75-8-19 - 


75-8-20 - 


service or otherwise to state that this is not feasible. It was suggested that 
the words "where feasible and appropriate” be incorporated into the motion. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


- THE ORIGINAL MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
(22 in favour; 8 opposed). 


Prof. Whitelaw reminded Senate that the next meeting will be mainly 
devoted to curriculum matters and there is a problem in that some of the 
material may not be ready at that time. 


The result of a poll on the possibility of having a Senate meeting early in 
November to finish off curriculum business indicated that the majority of 
Senators were in favour of such an arrangement if necessary. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MISRA, SECONDED BY MR. FIGUEROA, 
THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED -. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate. 


